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By substituting the word "handwritten", the provision of the law will apply to all such similar manuscripts whether written in the hand of one or more persons.
Article 42
Repeal the next to the last paragraph, as follows:
"Examples of combinations not definitely indicated: Rafinesque's statement that 'Monarda ciliata must form a new genus, which we will call Blephilia' does not constitute publication of the combination Blephilia ciliata, since he did not indicate that the combination was to be used. Similarly the combination Eulophus peucedanoides must not be ascribed to Bentham and Hooker f. on the basis of listing Cnidium peucedanoides H.B.K. under Eulophus in the Genera Plantarum." Argument: These examples are new, and they are the negative ones illustrating the application of the new (Stockholm, 1950) paragraph of the article:
"No combination is validly published unless the author definitely indicates that the epithet or epithets concerned are to be combined with the generic name in a particular way."
As examples of names to be accepted are those by Linnaeus, Miller, Steudel, and W. Watson. The essence of this rule is that the only acceptable binomials are those that were published in juxtaposition, or in a tabular arrangement, while those that occur in some other arrangement as in a running text are unacceptable. Until 1950 there was no such regulation and taxonomists judged each obscure act or proposal in publication on what the author did or indicated an intention of doing. Personally, I found this article, as stated in the previous International Rules, adequate and easy to apply.
The current Art. 42 forces us to judge the validity of a publication on the printing of the generic name and the specific epithet together or in some particular formula. The examples used as illustrations are very unfortunate. Rafinesque's work is rejected. Now, I would vote with enthusiasm for the outlawing of all the botanical names published by that inconsistent and troublesome individual, but no Congrdss has ever succeeded in outlawing the work of anyone, sane or insane, scientist or fiction writer, so Rafinesque's work must be sifted and the botanical proposals evaluated on the same basis as those of anyone else. How can it be correctly stated that "Rafinesque's statement... does not constitute publication of the combination Blephilia ciliata, since he did not indicate that the combination was to be used."? Rafinesque, at this place, was clear and lucid, and he said, "Monarda ciliata must form a new genus, which we will call Blephilia." Rafinesque here gave a fully clear indication that he proposed the new monotypic genus Blephilia Raf., basing it solely upon Monarda ciliata L. which provided the basonym and the type. How can we say that Rafinesque did not indicate the type? The dictionaries define the word "to indicate", as meaning: "To point out"; "to suggest"; etc. As I see it Rafinesque gave a crystal clear indication that he proposed the new genus and the new combination Blephilia ciliata. Granted that Rafinesque is unpopular and that if examples of a depreciated practice are drawn from his writings, they add a stigma to the practice illustrated, but the 1950 rule is certainly wrong in saying that Rafinesque did not indicate that the combination was to be used. The example drawn from Bentham and Hooker f. is similar, as the authors accepted a genus and listed as one of the three species the third one with the basonym Cnidium peucedanoides H.B.K. Until 1950 no one found this method obscure or unacceptable. All botanists understood that Cnidium Nutt. was published and that the combination C. peucedanoides (H.B.K.) B. & H. was indicated. This method of publication has long been accepted. It is essentially: I publish the new genus, or accept the genus, Eulophus, and include in it the species which H.B.K. called Cnidium peucedanoides. The indication of intent is clear, as is also the indication that the epithet is "to be combined with the generic name in a particular way."
We must also examine those binomials cited in the code as validly published since "the author definitely indicates that the epithet or epithets concerned are to be combined with the generic name in a particular way." The status of the names published by Linnaeus in his Species Plantarum (1753). the beginning point of our binomial nomenclature, is familiar to all. The generic name appears as a centered heading. The trivial name appears only in the margin. This was not the specific name of Linnaeus, but through the subsequent growth of the binary system it has come to be accepted as the specific epithet. The binomial does not ap-pear in a key or in his index. At no place in his Species Plantarum edition one, or in his later editions, is the specific epithet printed in juxtaposition immediately following the generic name. Even so, we agree that Linnaeus here started the binomial system and we agree to use the name with the specific epithet immediately following the generic name. Basic works for another half century followed Linnaeus' method, viz. those by Thun- (1) to aim at fixity of names; (2) to avoid or to reject the use of forms and names which may cause error or ambiguity or throw science into confusion.
Next in importance is the avoidance of all useless creation of names.
Other considerations, such as absolute grammatical regularity or euphony of names, more or less prevailing custom, regard for persons, etc., notwithstanding their undeniable importance are relatively accessory." Art. 5 also applies: "In the absence of a relevant rule, or where the consequences of rules are doubtful, established custom must be followed."
It is highly desirable that these troublesome provisions of Art. 82 be repealed. Mus., Occas. Papers 7: 34. pl. 5. 1920), it was stated by Forbes that the specific epithet was chosen because of a resemblance of the leaves to those of the "olona", Touchardia latifolia Gaud. The name "olona" is the Hawaiian vernacular name of this very different plant in another genus and family, so, as an epithet under Cyrtandra, it should not be capitalized.
Argument:
That a third kind of epithets should be capitalized, the vernacular names, was an addition to Rec. XLIII, voted in Amsterdam (1935). This was a logical extension of the practice. It is not too difficult to ascertain whether or not the epithet is the vernacular name of that species. It may be impossible to determine whether or not the epithet is a vernacular name of some other species. I propose that this practice be limited to the single species or plant concerned.
Recommendation 82G
Rec. 82G Reaffirm this recommendation as adopted in 1950.
Ar g ument[: The proposal to replace this Rec. 82G by an article with wording to dictate that all epithets shall begin with a small initial letter, has already been made by another botanist, and it will come up for a vote at the Paris Congress. This issue was debated at Stockholm at inordinate length. The botanists at that Congress were almost evenly divided on the question. The resulting Rec. 82G was a compromise allowing either capitalization or decapitalization of epithets. For decapitalization the principal arguments are saving of time, and the convenience. For capitalization, the arguments are based on grammar and on established custom. If we examine this side, we find that the practice started with Linnaeus. He wrote Hieracium Gronovii L. (Sp. P1. 802. 1753); and there also are to be found numerous epithets that were generic names, written like Amonmum. Zingiber L., and Amornmum Zerumbet L. These are only two of the four such appearing on page 1 of this basic book. These trvial or "specific" epithets were not adjectives in agreement with the generic name which was a noun. They were nouns used in apposition and as such were capitalized. His contemporaries and followers accepted this method. It was part and parcel of the Linnaean binary system. It was accepted and followed by 
B. Proposals by Maxwell S. Doty (Honolulu) Proposal no. 80
In view of the forthcoming Congress, it has been thought wise to make the following formal proposals. These are made with the hope that their adoption would serve to clarify certain Articles and strengthen the application of the Principles of the Code.
Article 9
It is proposed that the following be added as a note:' "No-menclature is considered to be distinct from other phases of systematic botany and this Code is a guide just to nomenclatural procedure. The Code and nomenclature itself are not intended or expected to affect taxononmy (the circumscription of taxa) or phyletic arrangements."
Article 10
A name used in one way may be legitimate or if used otherwise illegitimate depending whether or not the name is used in accordance with the Rules. A name cannot of itself be in accordance or contrary to the Rules.
Emend paragraph one to read: "A legitimate name or epithet is one that is being used in accordance with the rules." Emend paragraph two to read: "An illegitimate name or epithet is one that is being used contrary to the rules."
Article 11
It is suggested that the exceptions to Article 11 be listed here or that a reference to them be added..
Article 16
It is to be noted here that only a single specific epithet (Article 33) 
Article 29
In lines four and three of the "note" change the word "authority", to "author". Make same change in lines two and four of the "example".
Article 32
This article could well be modified to make it clear that description of a subgeneric taxon not including the type of the genus automatically creates a second subgeneric taxon of equal rank, typified by the type of the generic taxon.
It is proposed that there be added a sentence to read: "Valid publication of a name for any subordinated taxon which does not include the nomrenclatural type of the higher taxon automatically creates a subordinated taxon of the same rank which has as its nomenclatural type the type of the genus and which bears the generic name unaltered."
Recommendation 33C
It is proposed as a guide that a paragraph "j" be added to read "The Latin ending is preferably added directly to a word taken from languages other than Latin or Greek with no alteration of the word. Example: Because of uncertainties previous to certain dates, we have accepted (Art. 23) starting dates for nomenclature. Furthermore, merely by referring to a name previously published in frank contradiction of Article 44 the name thereby, as the article stands now, becomes validly published. This is certainly a circumvention of the intent of the Code and can be expected to lead to difficulties both in citation and indexing. To avoid these situations it is proposed that the first paragraph be altered to read ".. ,or by a reference to a previously validly published description of it."
The author is well aware that this proposal and that for Article 48, below, involve a certain principle. This principle is essentially whether, arbitrarily to be sure, applications of names to taxa are only applicable as taxa were recognized after the starting points. The present author believes we should not try to name pre-starting point taxa, but publish a description if we wish to use a taxon that was also recognized in pre-starting times. Furthermore, if a name is validly published only by reference to pre-starting point literature, then the type for the name is indicated in, or is itself, the pre-starting point literature. If, as rarely is the case, material is designated in the pre-starting point description there is almost no likelihood of its being available for examination.
The 
Article 52
The application of a name under a taxonomy and classification different from that of the original author cannot be ascertained without a type. Thus, it is recommended that as a paragraph of Article 52 the following be added to the Code as a rule: "After January 1, 1955, names for taxa are not validly published unless' the type is designated."
Article 57
It is proposed that for clarity the following be added as a paragraph: "This does not apply to specific epithets, which cannot be used other than as their application is determined by. their type, whether it be a holotype or lectotype."
It is proposed that the last two words "... as authority" be deleted from the rule as it now stands. A major purpose of the Code is to determine the correct name on the basis of priority and application rather than "authority". It is suggested that the Article should be altered to read: "A name must be rejected if its type is composed of two or more entirely discordant elements, unless it is possible to select one of these elements as a satisfactory type."
This portion of the article is essentially related to the second paragraph of Article 21. It would appear that the Article, being one concerned primarily with, typification, should be moved in position to follow that Article, if it is to be retained.
Article 77
The Article verges on. taxonomy and has little place in a code of nomenclature. Articles 4, 9, 18 (note 1), etc., clearly state the Principles of the Code to be non taxonomic and that the type need not be a representative typical of the taxon. Actually if the organism can be placed taxonomically it can serve perfectly as a type. Furthermore, whether some specimen represents a monstrosity or not is a matter of opinion and cannot be expected to be consistently recognized by different workers.
It is proposed that this Article be deleted from the Code.
C. Proposals by Hawaiian Botanists Proposal no. 81
Article 9 Delete the words: "not to indicate its characters or history, but -"
As amended it will read, "The purpose of giving a name to a taxon is to supply a means of referring to it." Argument: This Art. 9 is new, not appearing in any previous International Code. From the beginning of nomenclature, names have been given to the genera and species and other taxa of plants that indicate their characteristic appearance, difference, use, value, history, or association with some distinguished botanist. It is still legal to coin and to publish such names, and it is a common and good practice. In other parts of the Code, viz. in Rec. 30A, 33A, 33C, 37A, 82B, 82C, 82D, 82E, and 82G, instructions are given how to form just such names and epithets, indicating characteristics, history, personal association or dedication, etc.
The phrase to be eliminated from Art. 9 seems to forbid the publishing or using of names or epithets that indicate taxonomic characteristics or history. This prohibition is not accepted or applied, and it conflicts with Art. 30 which says that the name of a genus "may be taken from any source whatever, and may even be composed in an absolutely arbitrary manner."
Art. 9 assumes a single purpose in the minds of all publishing botanists, merely to supply a name. It is improbable that the framers of the Code can know the mental intent and purpose in the, minds of all publishing botanists, or that it is always a single purpose. Certainly the purpose is often present to publish a name of a taxon that gives its outstanding characteristics, or to allude to its history. In these matters the wording of Art. 9 seems incorrect. The essential principle which it tries to express is merely that: a name is a name. By the elimination of the phrase, as here proposed, the meaning of the article will' be just that, and. its conflicts with other articles and recommendations will be eliminated. "When a species is divided into two or more subdivisions each with a definite geographic area, infraspecific names such as albiflorus, variegatus, nanus and terrestris based onr slight or unessential modifications which may recur anywhere within the area of that species, may be rejected if the definition of the infraspecific taxon is totally remodelled, even if the rank of the taxon is indicated by the same name".
Example: When the infraspecific taxon of Prunella vulgaris L. occurring in East Asia is considered a geographic variety, the combination var. asiatica (Nakai) based on P. asiatica Nakai is legitimate, although there are several earlier varietal names from Japan such as var. lilacina Nakai, var. albiflora Koidzumi, and var. ovalifolia Nakai, all of which based on very slight modifications observed in this infraspecific taxon but occurring also in the European and N. American infraspecific taxa of P. vulgaris. These names are to be rejected because the original descriptions contain no indications that would enable us to identify the East-Asiatic geographic taxon, and because P. asiatica Nakai is the earliest adequate name for the latter.
Discussion: Prunella vulgaris var. lilacina Nakai (1911) and var. albiflora Koidzumi (1915) were originally described as colour variants found in Japan. At that time the common Japanese plant was considered identical with the typical P. vulgaris of Europe. Later it became clear that there is an East-Asiatic taxon that differs from the European one in its robust habit, itsk more elongate and hairy leaves, its larger flowers, and its sharper pointed calyx-lobes. When this East-Asiatic taxon is regarded as a geographic variety of P. vulgaris, the earliest varietal epithet lilacina based on a Japanese plant would under the present Code have to be adopted for it although its diagnostic characters are entirely different and its definition is totally remodelled.
The original discription of var. lilacina merely states that the plant has lilac flowers, and contains no indications that would enable us to identify the East-Asiatic taxon to which it belongs. Moreover the adoption of the name var. lilacina for the East-Asiatic plants, would lead to confusion because most botanists would think that the EastAsiatic race possesses lilac flowers. Thus the use of var. lilacina in a new delimitation
